



























































“majority of voters [in the 2018 general election] said that showing photo
identification when voting” is an election “safeguard[],” that “North Carolina voter[s]
see presenting photo identification as a safeguard” and that the “legislature has
enacted legislation to provide that safeguard.” Riggs Aff., Ex. I §Y 73, 82. But Strach
provided no citation to any underlying facts or data for these statements. And when
asked in her deposition, she admitted she is not qualified as an expert in voter
behavior, did not base her opinion upon any studies or polling about why voters voted
for the voter ID amendment, and did not speak to any legislators about their
motivation for enacting SB 824. Riggs Aff., Ex. K at 23:17-19; 185:4-10; 186:15-25;
187:12-15. These speculative opinions should likewise be excluded at trial.

4. Strach’s Opinions Are Otherwise Unreliable Because of Her
Conflict of Interest.

Finally, Strach was the Executive Director of the North Carolina State
Board of Elections, a defendant in this case, both during the implementation of HB
589 and for the first six months after the complaint was filed in this matter. This is
a conflict of interest and source of bias that further renders her opinions unreliable.
See Keystone Transp. Sols., LLC v. Nw. Hardwoods, Inc., No. 5:18-cv-00039, 2019
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 67103, at *8 (W.D. Va. Apr. 19, 2019) (noting exclusion of a proffered
expert with conflict of interest in litigation could be accomplished under Rule 702 as
“inherently unreliable” and excluding expert for bias).

CONCLUSION
Strach is not qualified to provide expert testimony in this matter, and

has failed to show a reliable basis or objective methodology for reaching her opinions
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regarding statutory interpretation and implementation, election security and voter
fraud, and election integrity. Accordingly, the Court should limit her testimony at
trial to only lay witness testimony based on Strach’s personal knowledge in
implementing HB 589, and subject to the relevance and evidentiary parameters

relevant to lay witnesses.
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Respectfully\ submitted this the 2nd day of March, 2021.
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